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ABOUT THIS MONOGRAPH .

This paper suggests a procedure ‘or determining the effectiveness
of counseling'programs. Since the procedure is systematic and two-
pronged--process and outcome evaluatijone--t provides information as
ty the degree of program effectiveness and/or ineffectiveness. A
self-correct1ng system, the procedure's progressive steps 1]lum1nate
poss1ble errors or ambiguities in previous steps, making it possible
to modify the procedures while the eva]uat1on 1s in process and thus
avoid costly problema

The paper also describes evaluation problems and suggesté what
to do when they arise, and presents a section of recbmmendations for
counselors, supervisors, counselor educators, p;ogram developers,

and educational researchers.
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COUNSELOR PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS:
GATHERING, USING AND REPORTING THE EVIDENCE
. oy
Anita M. Mitchell

~ Why another publication on the effectiveness of counseler
programs’ Since Leon Less1nger popularized the term "Accountability,®
the Titerature has bulged with reports of the effectiveness of quid-
ance and counseling programs, with models for determining program
effectiveness and a plethora of evaluation designs and instruments.
Categorizing these documents is difficult since no generally accepted
descripfion of the domai.. of counselor programs exists. As a result,’
we have an abundance of unrelated information, and we don't know what
to do with it.

Most of the documents accessed by this author (both fn,a formal
literature search and in many years of experience in the fie]e) focus
on program eva]uatioh in general, or on'guidance evaluation. The
former are generally too broad to be applied easily to counseling
pragrams, and the latter tend to dwell on single components of an
unspecified guidance domain. The intention of tgis document is
to reduce the guidance uﬁiverse to a manageable size, and to-present
practical, useful guidelines for practitioners to follow as they seek
to pursue that elusive construct known as counseﬂor program

effect1veness



This documept differs from most other publications in that ft
(1) explores thehquestion of whether or not to evaluate counselor
programs,.showing that.evaluation is .not always necessary Qr even
desirable; and (2) addresses the changing emphases in counselor
programs, and the need for different types of evaluation designs,
instruments, and procedures.

Still another dimension that may be somewnat new to the reader_
is an emphasis on evaluation as being within the range of counselor
competencies, as being nonthreatening; and as being motivating and

2 ego-reinforcing. Evaluating the effectiveness of counselor programs
,requires a two-pronged evaluation strategy--process and outcome
evaluation. Qutcome evaluation provides evidence of the degree
of program effectiveness; process evaluation provides information s

about why certain procedures and materials.are or are not ecfective.

Counseling Programs and Proaram Components

Definitions

. Perhaps a glossdky would do the job, but fEequent]y readers
fail to read the glossary first or refer to it to clarify the
meaning of a term. A few definitions here shbuld establish
perspectives consistent with the surposes of this paper.
Counselor. ,fhe term counSeior-may be Teft broad, as the measures of

affectiveness of pfograms may be applied by anyone who is.performin93 o

(9]
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counseling functions, regardiess of degrees, credentials; rank or
trai@ing. The counselor may be a dean, a head counselor, a
counselor- assigned to a specific block of students, an on-call

cunselor, a peer counselor, or a paraprofessional.

¢

4 .
Guidance. The term “guidance" is used to include all legitimate

tasks assigned to/performed’ by counselors, including testing, parent
conferencing, éonsultatdon with teachers, staff develcpment,
anaiysis of 1e;rning environments; and individual and group
counseling. Record- keep1ng and information- -giving are not

included, as these are not (1n th]s author's opinion) tasks
requ1r1ng certification. '

The first section delimits.the gbidance domainl If you are
‘sensitive to writer inconsistencies, you will have noticed_that the
“counselor program” designatfon in the title changed, by the second
baragraph, to “counséliﬂg pProgram.” This is not a careless error;
it is dé]iberate. The term "counseling program” will be ysed in
this document to define the }onain to which this discussion is
limited: the effect1veness of programs 1n which the counselor is
) engaged’in either 1nd1v1dua1 or group counse11ng, or both. There
are two reasons for this limitation:

1., After a deluge of admonitions to counselors that they need

to expand thei: roles and become managers, models, and consultants
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(which is> true), there is finally recognition that the counseling
function yill always perdure, regardless of the‘chahginé emphasis
“of the c0unse10rvprograms; .‘
2. There is precious little written to help counselors focus
. On the effectiveness of their counseling.efforts.
‘However, the guidelines presented, while addressing counseling

‘programs, are easily modified to apply to other counseling functions

such as parent conferencing, staff development, and teacher consultation.

Program. Another term that needs to be defined for purposes
of th{s paper is "grogr;mff‘>[he discussion of approaches to measuring
effectiveness wilf apply to a single activity (a one-time counseling
sessionhor sq;ceesive sessions all aime& at the same outcome for
the’ same individual or graup); to a group of independent activities
all having the same deeﬁred student -outcome(s), e.g., all of a
counsalor s counseling sessions on underachievement; to all group
counseling sessiohs; to all individual counseling sessions; to
counsefing engaged in by a single. counselor; or to all counseling
engaged in bv a total counseling staff. In.other words, the
total school or agency counseling pfogram or any segment of that
program caﬁ be considered e‘program when applying measures of
“effectiveness. The keason.for this is that the need for evaluation
 may be Timited to a single incident, to a series of counseling

sessions, or to the cumulative effects of all counselors' counseling

<
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efforts. Decidinghyhich;program or orogram component to evaluate:

: . [}
is addressed in another section.

;M" 48.lugtion. "‘Effectiveness“ and ."evaluation®
also need to be defined. Effectiveness is a measure of the degree to
'which a-program accomplishes what it 1ntended to accomplish. This means

'thaf intention must be .made visible--a conditior that frequently does
not exist in counseling programs. The section on practical

‘purposes of evaluation explores this concept further Evaluation

is the process of defining the target behavior (outcomes desired

from the counseling), identifying behavioral indicators from

which achievement of the outcomes can be inferred' selecting/ .
administering instruments for gathering data about the achievement

: .of the outcomes, and analyzing and reporting the data. In other

| words .evaluation is the process followed to establish the
effectiveness' of ‘the, program A sound evaluation strategv

,addresses both process and outcome, sO the evaluator can judge

what caused the success Or nonsuccess (effectiveness or

N noneffectiveness) of the program

.Traditional Counseling’Program Emphases and Components

Traditionally, counseling has been largely problem-centered.
During the last several years school counselors in workshops

throughout the country have identified the major content areas

~
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of their counseling. These can be categorized into 11 areas:

° (Classroom behavior ’

° Failure to complete classwork and/or home assignments

° Failure to achieve

° Problems on campus

° Pprobiems with peers

“ Problems with parents 4

° _Personal problems {other than drug abuse)

° Problems with drugs

° .Hel.p with educational plans- .. -

° Help-with career plans

® Placement in special programs
Only two of these emﬁhases--he1p.with educational plans and help
with career plans--are developmenta] rather than problem-oriented.
‘Most df the c0unselors surveyed approached each c0unse11ng session
without structure, and with desired outcomes only vaguely defined
in terms of helping their students cope. Freaquently the tools for
coping were explained to the students, and i* was assumed that they
could master and use these tools without guided practice.: This is ~
) contrary to what we know about learning, and about apry\‘catwn of
learning in berformance 4

Since the desfred outcomes 'were not defined, c0unselors had no
basis for determ1n1ng the effectiveness of their counseling, except
through the couriselees’ vo]uhtary feedback that they felt better

"and/or were satisfied with the counseling session(s). Evaluation -

14



of cbunselinggprograms was characterized by a preponderance of
impressionistic data, tallies of counselor-client contacts, and
staff/activity lists. These constituted summaries of actjvities
but provided no evidence of effectiveness. Because there was no
way to know what was done well, there was no way to refine
techniques.

The 11 counseling areas listed above relate to scheol coumseiing,
, and apply to both elementary and’secondary levels. Counseling zn
institutions of higher education generally has focused on educiéiona]
and career planning, financial aid, housing, and personal and/
| family Lrchlems. Counse11ng in employment and rehabi]1tatiou agencies
typically has,been I1m1ted to similar concerns--helping yitb
eQucational and caregr p]anniﬁ§}‘and teaching clients how g? cope
with problems they encounter. Evalagtidn frequently has bé?n in
terms of numbers of clients seen, although the ‘agencies ha@e been more
likely than the schools to.assess the impact of qpeir~servicés by
determining: how many of' their counselees were successfully placed in
Jobs, succeeded in jobs, retained Jjobs, and the like Little has
been done, however, to.determine the propor*ion that counse11ng

contr1buted to the measured success.

Shift in Evaluztion Emphasis

- Two things which happened almost simultaneouslv contributed to
a shift in evaluation strategies--a shift away from tallies of

activities and toward measures of effectiveness--and presaged the
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3 - ‘
types of evaluation approaches that are featured in this paper.

These simultaneous happenings were: (1) reduced revenues and
increased costs, which forced agencies to search for programs/
personnel/materials/services that could be eliminated without
damaging the educational program;- and (2) the involvement of

lay community members, many of whom were business- and industry-

oriented, in the opefatibns of educational and other governmental

agency programs. The struggle for survival and the frehetic ’_:
activities of some specialists threatened with loss of their jobs
created a fertile field for the advocates of accountability,
ménagement by objectives; results systems managemént, PPBS (Planning,
Programming, Budgeting Systems), and various evaluation models.

s A]though thjﬁ period waslcharacterized by confusion, anger,
disenchantment, fear;‘and trial by Q]under; it did sensitize
specialist; (pakticular1y3counse]ors) to the fact ‘that there is

- need for every employee tQ be able to disp]éy the effects of his/her'
_employment. " '
"\ The shift in evaluatian emphasis.fofced counselors to specify
what changes glients could Qe expected to make as a result of tﬁef%
' counﬁe]inb, whiéﬁ, in thrn, kauSed them to take a hard look at why
they were doing certain thinéF--at'why some methods worked and others
didn't. This resulted in a-sﬁﬁft in program emphasis. Whereas the

same 11 content areas continued to dominate most counseling sessions,

\ : .
?mphasis changed from tabulation of numbers of contacts to documentation

-

~ 0¥ 1actual changes 'in client behavior.

Y
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"An example of this change in emphasis may be found in an expansion
of the 11 counsgling content areas listed earlier. PBasic student
performance objectives for current, ongoing counseling programs have
been adopted by counselors in many school districts as a way of
defining what they hoped to accomplish with and for students, and of
assessing the degree to which they succeeded. Listed below are some
examples of student perfof;ance objectives. These are not intended

\»‘as"nﬁdg1§ to be followed or as conditions to be imposed in any
counseling session dealing with the specific behavior. Rather,
these illustrations should be viewed as a kind of mental template for
" counselors as they enter a counseling session. In no case should the
counselor decide ahead of time that these are the behaviors that
will result from the counseling session(s); the counselor has no right
to make that. determination in advance. Only the broadest kinds of
directions should be sét in advahce--to display to the client some
. posSib]e actions, and to help'the.c]ient selgét from al%ernative
abbroaches the mﬁst desirable means.of solving the problem or
obtaining the help sought. The examples follow:
- Pupils referred because of classroom behavior will:
a. idenfify at least two ways in which ;hey,contributéd to
the problem. LRy ' )
b. identify at least one in;eractibn variable between

themselves and another person(s) in the class (peer or -

teacher) that maintains the problem.




c. develop a plan for alleviating the problem, specifying

at least three possible incremental actions.

~d. select the single action they might take which would

be most 1ikel}rto reduce the problem.

Pupils referred for failure to complete classwork and/or home

assignments will:

a. identify'khe principal reasons for their failure to
participate at the level of teacher expectation.

b. develop a plan for handling each reason (e.g., Reason:
too tired to complete homework. Plan: design a realistic

schoo]/work/study/play schedule).

.c. decide which of the plans identified in (b) would be most

likely to help them complete classwork and/or home
assignments.

Pupils referred for failure to achieve will:

“a. identity illslneeded.for achievement in the tlass.

b. identify/the Tevel{s) of their own skills.

- €. decide what should be their ﬁerformance Tevel in the class. "

d. if jevel identified in (c) is greater than that currently.
' being achieved, develop a plan for Feécﬁ%ng the expecte&
level of achievement.

e. speEify the part(s) of the plan they are wiliing to implement

" immediately. .

Pupils referred for problems on campus will:

a., b., 6., d. as in first example above.

i
I
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Pupils referred for oroblems with peers will:

a., b., c., and d. . as in Firet examnla ahove,

Pupils referred for problems with parehts will:

;halﬁwjggqtjfy conflict ar as,

b. specify ditferenoes wubomn tA8ir vaiues and their
parents' values in these conflict areas.

c. devélop a plan for resolving value differences (e.g.,"
‘compromise, informed acquieséenca, mutual respect).

d. decide which conflict area is most amenable tg change.

e. select plan tor resolving conflict area identified in (d).

Pupils reférred for personal problems (other than drug abuse)

—

i

L

1: et

a. i&entify the:implication of the problem for themselves and
E for dthers (é.g.,'Preéhancy. How does it affect me?
WG else does it affect? How?). '
b. identify a]]rreasonable alternative strategies ?or soiving
the‘problem.
Cc. develop a p]anﬂfor imp]eménting those strategies most ajt
to be-effective in solving or lessening the problem for

a]]_persons specifiéd in (a).

Pupils referred for problems. with drugs will:

a. identify their reasons for using/pushing'drugs.

" 19



b. specify all ppssib]eeconseqUences (good and bad) of using
] particular drugs. '
c identify reasany gy ¥ gan  _onxweuemces” are importast
to them. '
d. for each "good consequence” ("It makes me feel good,"'
“It gives me power," etc;)'specify at least one other
means of accomplishing that consequence. L
e. develop e-p]an for- progressive elimiration of their drug
p;oblem.

® Pupils referred for help with educational plans will:

a. 1dent1fy “their “strengths—and weaknesses in abilities,
aptitudes, achievementtlinterests, and values; and
relate this information to occupational fields and-

levels.

b., ¢c., d., and e. as in example above.

® " Pupils referred for placement in special programs will:

a. “identify their particular needs.

b. .specify which of these needs cannot be met .in the regu]ar

c]assroom.

c; identify structure/components/content of the spec1a1 .

s

program that will he]p mepet these needs.
vd deve]op a plan for making best use of special c]ass
” | p]acement° 4 g
This expansian of objectives for tne 11 traditional content
areas of counseling students is intended to suggeStJan approach to = .

.




cowmeling which “acuses on outcomes - can be adapted to any
content area in any c'ient setting. Importance lies in.the fact
that a series of possible outcomes-is‘nresented to the client by the
counselor (un]esslju!counse]ee is already able to specify his/her
desired outcomes), and .together the client and counselor determine
which objective(s) the client feels will help him/her and which
é/hé is willing to work toward. The counseling sess1on is a
£o]1aborat1ve venture, with both counselor and client openly
exploring possibilities for solution of the prob]em. Once
counselor and client have agreed upon the objectives of the
counseling session(s), it is easy toc verify whether those ;bjective§
hﬁve been met; this verification is the measure of the effectiveness
of the counseling. ) ’

Besides the new outcomes-or1ented emphasis rnflected 1n the
above examp]es, a twelfth focus is emerging: assisting clients
{_ to master the various developmental tasks w1th which they - »
are confronted--phys1ca1, 1nte11ectua1, emot1ona1/soc1a1 ‘ Counseiors
‘must of course, continue to-he]p those who have experienced
) fai]ure»in one or more deve]opnental tasks, but ft is important

-to work towdrd prevent1ng such failures by ass1st1ng aI] c11ents

to -approach and master each task. This new emphas1s on self-development

 is refiected in the following examp]e of expanded obJect1ves

.

in a re]atlve]y new content area;

3 27



® Pupils referred for help with self-development will:

a. identify and explain their current level of ego develop-

ment.
: b. identify personal and/or environmental factors inhibiting
their self-development. ,
c.. deve]ob a plan for eliminating the inhibiting factors.
This.aﬁproacﬁ to specifying with the ciient thetexpectations.
from the counseling session(s) obviously facilitates.evaluation.
In an individual counseling session, attainment of each or all of
the objectives can be verified thrtough observation of the client's
partfﬁipatipn in the discussion and planning, through analysis of
the ;lignth oral or written account of his/her perception of the
'ﬁ;bblem an& the plan, and through followup of the client's actians
after the counseling session. Probably the objectives will be at-
tained 6ver a series of sessions; assessment of results is straight-
forward. | . . '
~“Perhaps'a"cour;se]or' or a counseiinglstaff will wish to determine
the effectiveness of counseling efforts'acrpssfall drug abuse cases,;
or §11 cases of underachievement, or all cases of peer problems. By
gatﬁering data on'éhe results achieved in each caseflor in each: of
a randohesamﬁ]e of cases, they can'estdblish the effectiveness of
their total efforts in the épecifi; area’
Most measures of efféct;Qeness wi]l compare c]iehts‘ behavior

before and after counseling. ’Some will also compare behavior of '




counseled vs. noncounseled popu]ationsL For example, in an inves-
tigation of the effects of a university student counse11ng service,
the preferences and expectations of 100 student cl1ents before their
_initia] intake session were.compared with their poet-tounse1ing pre-
" ferences and expectations (Dreman, 1577). Results were compared -~
with‘those'qf an earlier study on nonclients. ® As preaicted,—bre-
ferences and expectations were more congruent in counseled t}jents.

"In another study Banathy (]974).evaluated-the San Jose State
University (Ca]jfornia) career counseling training project. The
evaluation was post;facto and summative'(outc0me-oriented)'based'eh
information derived from logical ana]y;is'and~empirica] data (ques-
tionnaire ana interview responses) developed during the evaluation.
Besides providing evidence that the stated objectiﬁes of the project
were accomp11shed with high quality, that the investment _was ‘well
p]aced and that subsequent additional development and dissemination
were Just1f1ed the results showed that paraprofess1onals car. perform
very effect1ve1y as an integral part of an educat1ona1 career gu1dance
program This is an examp]e of how evaluation can furn1sh data for
decisions (to expand-and disseminate the progham),waS»well as infor-
matiohiabOut variables (effect of.incluéing paraprofessionals) which
will affect further decisions about program,modificatiohs and/or
extensions.

The change in emphas1s in evaIuat1ng programs is fnrther re-
flected in two additiona] pub]icat1ons. A]kin and Kosekoff (1973)

and thchell (1978) Both documents stress the concept of evaluation

N L}
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as furnishing data for decisions. @fkin amd kosekoff state that
one of the initial elements in performing an evaluation is framing
the decision context. Dimensions of this context ?re identifica-
tion of the’decision makers, exp]icit'deoision-making purposes,
implicit decision-maKer motives, Jerelopmental stage of programs,
and the program's socio-political settiog. The Mitchell -document
presents six models for evaluating different types of career educa-
tion activities: supplementary activities, curriculum infusion,
facilities, product development, staff develapment, and indirect )
'interventions. In each case, typical decisions are_suooested; and
procedures for gathering the\information‘ﬁeoessary,to make these

‘

decisions are addressed. .

»

Practical Purposes of Evaluating Counseling Programs

;?. There is no point in committing fesources to"an eva]uation

effort unless that effort (1) w111 be pursued with suff1c1ent rigor
. to make the results trustworthy, and (2) will result 1n.the findings
being used for one or more important purposes. Importamt purposes‘
inoiude measuring program impact tO'judge effectiveness of one. pro-
gram or of a]ternate or’competing programs, gather1ng data for

fdet1s1ons. whether to change, improve, abandon expand or proceed
to more advanced goals; co]]ect1ng ev1dence of the relatiye eff1cacy

of spec1f1c procedures ahd/or mater1als collecting evidence to

rally support for a program; and identification of materials and

..]6'



procedures in need of revision.

In order to determ1ne which of these purposes shou1d be served
in determining the effec.iveness of a program, it is necessary to
identify and understand the program s various publics. These publics

“”‘w111 ‘dlways ingiude the clients and a]l staff members who are affected

f&’hpe program (e.g., a group counseling program which pulls students
out of classes once a week affects all teachers whose classes are
missed). Other publics are the agency superv1sor, and administra-

tors, governing boards, busineSs and industry, education or'training

1nst1tuti0ns into which’ the clients feed parents, the general public.

«

0noe the relevant publics have been 1dent1f1ed, it 1s w1se to estab-
1ish a panel of adv1sors, members of which are truly representative
of the\phi1osophy/interests/concerns of their constituent groups.
These adV1sors will help detérmine whether or not a program should
“be evaluated, and if it should which purposes will be served by the.
evaluation. Discu551ons w1th such a group may réveal that .no evalua- i
f?on'is necessary. For 1nstance, if the-advisory d‘oup members are
satisfied that the counse11ng program 1; effect;ve. if they have no
questions concerning “the program, and if they cannot 1dent1fy any '
purpose for which avaluation evidence is needed, it would be foolish
to commit resources‘tolan evaluation effort. Such effort should be
reserved for other counseling programs‘in‘the institution which do

not enjoy such complete support. The task will them be to 1dent1fy

those-programs that may have been’ under attack by‘various factions,

.o -
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. those that do not réceive enthusiastic response from clients or from
staff, those that appear to be losing their effecti?eness, those
that are particularly costly, those t@at are paréicu]arlyltimé con~
suming, those that just don't "fee}" righf. Such programs need A
proof of their effectiveness. The ﬁext step will be to decide on the
‘purpose(s) of ﬁhe,evaluation, and proceed! Unfortunately, many coun-
selors and counseling staffs don't want to rock the boat, so they.
never subjéct their programs to such sctqtiny. As a resu]i. when
budget cuts are pending, they are empty-handed, with.no evidence of
the effectiveness of their efforts. . |

A new pub]icatioﬁ} The Profession and Practice of Program Evalua~-

tion (Anderson & Ball, 1978), presbnts»a comprehensive discussion of
evaluation practices, ethics and values in evaluation, and the futhre
of program eQé]uation. The reader is referred to this volume for fur-
" ther pursuit of some of the ideaéipresented,in this papey'.
» A few examp]es.of evaluations that addfes§ specific purposes ére
presented here to clarify thé issue.. In anwanalysis of'patient views
';oward very brjéf interventions . (counseling 6bnsistfng éf three or

~

 ’fewer sessions), Dorosin (Dorosin, et~a]., 1976) fouqd that the origi-_
i nal expectations of the patient are met in a relatively brief con-
tact, and that counseling term$a§tiop should not be viewed as a
failure or:patient dropout.- Had Dorosin not, conducted this evé]ua-
t{oﬁ, he would not have known the.causestbf fermination of'founseling,

and might unnecessarily have ‘extended his counseling efforts.
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The purpose of another study (Hamachek) ‘was to’determ1ne
the effectiveness of a one-year c0unsel1ng pr0gram designed to coun-
teract the negat1ve and unfaverable parenta] appra1sa1s ,0f Tow-
. achieving Jun1on high school students which. reinforce their negative
self-toncepts'and 1mpair'their ability to achieve. Evfdence pro-
vided'by the eva]uation showed that at the end of the year the coun-
se1ed 'students had lower se1f-concepts than the control students.
Such an outcome suggested that the counse11ng placed more pressure
pn the students to achieve and thus unw1tting]y.added to the detri-
mental effects of parental disapprova] Th1s is another exampye of
determining the purpose of an evaluat1on and-designing the ‘evalua-
tion to SerVe that purpose. The answers mav not a]ways be those
that were expected or hoped‘forc but they do furnish data for
decisions.’ ‘ o . ’; ' v
.-3 In a paper titled "A Model for Evaluation: - Design for a Rape
Counse11ng Program," Bennett (1977) ) argues that emphasis on the
method of eva]uation pr1or to the actual beg1nn1ng of a program can
prove of great value to an adm1n1strator in shap1ng the program and
in exp1a1n1ng ‘and defend1ng it to boards and fund1ng bod1es A]ways,_
- the purpase of the evaluation will suggest the type of evaluation.

1]
to be conducted.

k] . .
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) Organizing Rea]ity:
How to Prove That What You're Doing is Effective

We have discussed the fact that evaluation may or may not be
needed, and we have suggested tﬁat the purpose of the.evaluation
(an important and timely purpose) apd thg plans for using the
evaluation data must be establfshed Befare intiating evaluation pro-

" cesses. The de-ision whether to evaluate the éounse]ing program

., of a single counselor, a group ¢! counselors, a total counseling
“ staff, or counseling sfaffs from two or more agencies, will depend

on the purposes to be~§erved by thke evaluation.  If only one coun-.

- selor intends to use the reﬁu]ts, there is no pgint in-asking all

counse]ér; to parti;ipatef Muro (1970) demohstrated that evalua-

~ tion of a comprehensive program provided by a single counselor in a

.rural‘area was practical. The total program was broken down into

mangbeabje‘compoéents, one of which was counseling, and effective-

- ness 6f egéh component was reported'separately. Gold (1969) reported
on the evaluation of the effectiveness’of the total Student Coun-
seling Assistant Program‘qt Los Angeles City College. Data gathered
from gll-counséled'students and all counse]ors‘were grouped, sum-

-parizgd,'gnd ana]yzed; This examp]e'of evaluation of staff effec-
tivenéss in one couhse]ing pfogram area provided informétion that

. was uéefal to each counselor and Ep all counselors, as well as to

the program manager. In Oakland, California (Oakland Interagency

Project, 1964) anﬁinterégency counseling progfam which included

»
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‘g]ementary and junior high schools was evaluated as a total program,
>And yielded resu]tsauseful to all decision makers involved in the
project.

Let us now assume that you have completed’ the preliminary steps
and have identified a counseling program that you Qanf to evaluate.
To illustrate the process of providing evidence of the effectiveness
of the program, an example- common to most agencies will be used:
an individual counse]ing program for c11ents with pictlems 1n inter-
personal relations. Let us say that the - rea]ity of the work setting
and work load s that the counselors are counseling with so many
c]ienfs.écross'so many content areas that it is difficult for them
to know which of their sessions afe effective and which are inefféc-
tive. Until they;know this, they cannot decide which of their tech-
niques are working and;which are not, so they have no basis for*
refining their approach. Suppose the total couqse!ing staff decide
to organize fﬁe reality of their serv{ces by focusing on one coun-
seling program at a ﬁime--they agree that counseling clients about
interpersonal relations problems is common é;d frequent enough to
warrant scrutiny. . ’

The counseling staff feel that since this counseling activity.
cansumes so much time and effort, they need to know whether it is
an effective ﬁrogram. This, then, is the purpose of their evalua-

tion It is not to prove anything to adm1n1strators, it is not to

Just1fy the program to the governing board. It is simply to give
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themselves feedback on tue efficécy of a large segment of their
efforts. They want to evaluate total staff effectiveness, but

they agree to preservé data about each individual counselor's pro-
gram éffectiven;ss in order to give that counselor some informatfon
s/he might use to mo&ify priorities. Thus, the de;ision is to
evaluate the effectiveness of the counseling program related to
interpersonal relation problems, and to include all counSe]inglstaff
members in the sfu&y. Focusing on results, they hope to determine
the impact of this counseling program on the clients by undertaking

the following steps:

“Step 1. Translating activities into expected results

It is not poséib]e_to determine the effectiveness of a prograﬁ
untj] you have carefully stated the client outcomes expected to
result from the preg;am. In this examp}é, the counselors might ask
;hemse]ves, "Why are we éounseling these c]ients about their inter-
'persondl relation prob]éms? How do we expeét them to change as a
f‘result of our intervention? What do we want them to be able to know
or feel or do now?" This questioning process .facilitates tranﬁ]a;
tion of the activity (individual counseling) into‘outcome(éi.
Ahswérs to the questions will suggest desired client outhme;. In
" the example, outcomes hight be stated as f&]]ows: "Clients parti-

cipating in a series of six individual counseling sessions will
demonstrate mastery of at least one interpersona] ski]l they lacked.

when they entered the counse]ing program.” * Or, "Clients whose

-

22 -



interpers%nal behavior reflecis lack of respect for the apinions

of peers will demonstrate, ability to communicate respect in at.
least one simulated discussien with peers." There is no limit to
fhe.numbers and. varieties of Outcomes that can be specified. There-
“fore it is 1mportant for you to. delimit the scope. of your inquiry

by reference to the purpose(s) of your evaluation. This leads you

to the next step.

Step 2. Formu]ating decision questions

We said that the purpose of the evaluation of this counse11ng
;program is to determ1ne its effect1veness, since so much time and
effort go into it. That's rather broad‘and ambiquous. How can the
courselors bring somg precision to the investigation? First. they
should 1dent1fy the decision makers. Who is .nolved in the program?
Certainly the counselors themselves and the1r c11ents--but is anvone
else affected by the program? Perhaps the supervisor and/or a- gov-
erning board might have some concerns. Once all decision makers are
identified, they should be 1nformed of the 1ntent1on to evaluate the
program, and asked to 1dent1fy decisions they might need ‘to make
'concerning the program. A supervisor/governing board m1ght want to
make decisions about whether or not th1s program’is worth the
Jresources expended on it, - Counselor decisions might be whether to
expana dr reduce the numbers and/or types of clients included in
the program,'whether to,transfer responsibility .for the program from

the total staff to'an individual counselor, whether e counseling
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technique 1is nore effective than another. C]ieﬁf decisions might
include whether the sessions are worth the investment of their time,
whether learned skills carry gver Ynto real I{fe'situations.

Once the decisionrs are iaentified, they need to be examined for
importance, i.e., "What will happen if we do or do not make this
de;ision? What effect will it have on clients? On staff? On the
budget?" Questions like this help narrow the field of inquiry.

Some decisions would be nice but are not necessary; some might seem
important, but gathering factual information to support them would
not Se feasible. For purposes of our example, let's say that the
de.isions to be addressed arelthe cbunse]or decisﬁon whether to
gxpand or reduce the nunbers and types of clients éerved by the
progrém: ;nd the sﬁpervisor's decision as to whether or not the pro~

gram is worth the resources expended on it.

Step 3. Determining quesfions to be answered and indicators that

will best present evidence of success

Since in our example the counselors and the supervisor are the
ones who will be ﬁéking.decisions based on the results of the evalua-
tion, they muét specify what information they need to make;those

decisions. What questions do they want to ask? What indicators

will they acéept as evidenca thatffhe program is successful?. Fon

instance, the counselor decision revolves around‘differences in

.:éffeCtiveness of the program with clients with varying interpe?-

sonal difficulties. Théy cannot decide whether to expand or reduce



the numbers and types of clients served unless they‘get differentfa]
information about program effectiveness. .Their”question; m?ghthbe:
“Which type of problem(s) is most eeadily :meliorateq by this coun-
- seling program?" “What is the average t'me required for successful
‘ amelioratiqn offeach type of problem?" Supervisors might want an-
swers to these same questions, but because their decision relates
to efficient use of reeources, they might also want to ask, "Is one
counseling technique more efficient than others in use of resources
(personnel time, materials)’“ The questions agreed upoﬁ become the
focus of the evaIuat1on

Next, the decisio:. nakers must agree upon what 1nd1cators (what
behav1ora] ev1dens§ they will accept as answers to their questions,
answers upon which‘kheir dec}sions will then be based. Coen§e10rs
might specify the five or six types of interpersonal relations
problems that most frequent]' character1ze their c11ents, and then
agree on a demonstrat1on task re1ated to each type of prob]em which
the client might perform to display the learned skill. They would
a]§o establish success criteria for determining whether the Tevel
of skill displayed was satisfactory. For instance, for the"problem
of Tack of respect for opinions of peers, the demonstration ;aek
which would serve as an indicator that the skill hed been Tearned -
might be for the’client to role-play a simule;ed situation with
another client in“which marked differenées of opinion are expressed.

The success criterion would be the client's ability to address the
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difference withOutrdenigrating-the other client's point of view.
Supervisors might want indig;tors such aS'relatibn;hip of cost
to success for each technique qsed with clients witﬁ a specific type
_of problem. They might set standards in advance, such as, "For the
~ program to bé‘considéred‘succéssful, 70% of the clients must demon-
strate ability to use the learned béhavior.“ This success standard

would be app]iedwto each technique before cest comparisons were made,

Step 4. Selecting an evaluation design

Thiglis probably the steprmo§t.frequent1y neglected or abused
by practitioners evalqatfng their own programs. It is’'not uncommon
to read a report that presents glowing accounts oflwhét program' '
- participants are able to do at ;he end of a program,“but gives no
evidence that they were not able to do these same things before their -
paEticipationlin the program. w}thout 3 pre-specifiéd evaluation
design, no comparison standard w:'l have been determined, and it.wil1
be impossible to ascribe client outcomes to the effectiveness of the
prograﬁ. Many types of evaluation designs are possible, some much
more éophistidated thﬁn others, but all provide comparison standards
or criteria by which evaluation results can be judged. These Stan-
dards or criteria must be specified in advance»in order to sharpen:
the focus of the §earch for information. Because many available
refe}enées treat evaluation designs in depth, no detailed explana-
tions are provided here. . Rather, brief examples of the use of some
of the designs are prgsentgg.

.



Experimental design. The evaluation method most commonly

khown isvthe experimeptal design. ~ Because in its most precise form
the experimentq]'design‘depends on random assignmént of clients or
units of concern (e.q., a neighborhood center or a classroom) to
experimental and,cdntrol.groups, and because practitioners tend to
 chéracterize this type of design as sophisticated or scientific, it
"is sometimes' rejected witﬁout seric’c consideration of its feasi- |
biiit&. Moreover, since many appear to think this is the only way to
evaluate a program,‘they reject the whole idea of evaluation as being
impracficai. Among the most c°mm6n of experimental designs are the
pretest-posttest control group design, the posttest-only control -
grohp design, and the Solomon~Four-group design. See AndersoQ:and
Ball (1978) or any ‘good evaluation textbook for.further discussion of

-such designs.

Quasi-experimental désign. When the evauator lacks coﬁtroi
over when clients are exposed to a program or which clients ;re
exposed to it, a quési-experimental design may be emp]oyed. Exam-
ples'of this fype of design are the time-series design (in which
measurements taken ovef a period of time before introduction of the
new program are compared with periodic measurements after program
implementation) and the pretest-posttest nonequivalent group désign.
Al though theﬁe designs are generally practical in social sysiem
settings, they should not be under%akgn without.accessyto the ser-

vices of an evaluator who is keenly aware of the inherent problems



ie

-in each, and of ways to reduce the effects of these problems. -See

Anderson and B8all (1978) for further discussion.

Correlational studies. These Studies are quite common. They

i .

set out to show, for instance, that boys can name more professional,

occupations than can girls of the saﬁe age, Such a study may demon-
Qtrate tﬁat there is a correiation between ‘sex and knowledge of pro-
féssionél occupations, but ‘it does not addréss‘the causes of these
differences. Without knowing causes, it is difficult to. justify

_‘making program decisions based on the data--unless the decisions
have to do with the correlates, e.g., whetﬁer gifl§ need more instruc-
tion than boys in order to bring them up to the same level of kriow-
ledge of occupations. The problem with cof#e]ationaltstqdies is
that the results frgquént]yvare used as though fhe studies were
cause-effect studies. | v

Surveys. One of the most'lonnnn eva]dation designs used by

. counselors is the survey. Unfortﬁnafe]y. it is se]dqm used with
enough precision and rigor. to enéure that the results aré trust-

‘ worthy. ng]ure to specify the kinds of in%ormation to be‘gathered,
tﬁe nature of the population to be samﬁled, the reliability and
validity of the instrument, the mofivation of the respondents, the
knowledge/experience background of the respondents (and many more

' concom{tants), renders;many survey studies useless. A large number
gf survey ins;ruments--particular]y those locally constructedf-séek
opinigns of the respondents, even though the items mdy appear to be’

tapping their knowledge. Opinions are of little value unless they
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-are inforwed opinions, based on know]edge of the progréh as it
relates to each item. é&en Qﬁen the survey instrument is carefully
constructed, the population sample is appropriately selec¢ted, and
procedures are clearly defined’ for ensuring full and motivated par-
ticipation, failure to specify in advance what will be the criteria
for judging the meaning and implications of the data collected can
abort an otherwise sound study.

Two studies (Ogston, 1970; Tallon: 1973) illustrate the use of
the survey design in evaluating cognse]ihg programs. ’Ogston sought
to.determine student ‘satisfaction with services and any differences

 in counseling experienéeé between those who felt they had benefited
from counseling and those who did not. . He fdund that somewhat more
than half of'thé'students were not satisfied (which may be typical
of most counseling centers). He determined that there was a need
to rg-examine_the type of service offered. For the decision he
needed to make, i.e., whether or not to re-examine the type of ser-
vice offered in the counseling center, an opinion survey was ade-
quate. It did not provide informat on as to why some students were
satisfied and'ﬁome were not, put it did furn}sh information as to
whefher it was worthwhile to put additional resources into a more
definitive étudy.

. Tallon conducted a survey to evaluate thp student counselihg

services at Niagdra College. A 23-item questionnaire was developed

“to obtain information about respondent characteristics, use of
A
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counsel1ng serv1ces, sat1sfaction with counse]1ng, percept1on of
counseling effect1veness. and preference for certa1n counseling

" styles. Counseled respondents were found to be very satisfied with
the counselin§ at Niagara. Howevér, the author found that although
most students used counseling services primarily for educational
concerns, they would consuilt an instructor before'gofﬁé to a coun-
selor with academiC'Dr0b1ems.vAIn-the case of personal difficulties,
"most would consult a close friend before going to a counselor.
This study servas to ii]ustfate some possible errors in interpreta-
tioﬁ. fFor instdnce, since the students indicated that they would
first go to a friend'rather than to a counselor with personalnprob-
lems, the counselors might infer that th1s was an area in which
they cou]d reduce their services. However, they had not determined
why students would éather go to a friend with these problems; per-
haps it was because the counselors were not doing a good job in this
area, or because they were perceived as rejecting refefra]s in this
area, or because their image was so educational-success oriented
thatmthey were not even thought about when personal problems arose.
It is imperative that evéluatbrs not stretch the findings beyond
the facts that they reveal. No inferengés can be drawn unless a
true cause-and-effect relationship has béen eStaB]ished.

Personnel vs. client assessment. Another evaluation design

looks at the congruence between personnel and client assessment. A

self-study of the counseling department in a public school system

Y.
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.
(Suffield 8oard of Educat1on, 1974) attempted to cl;r1fy the role
of counselors as perce1ved by various members of thL schoo] system
(e.q., adm1n1strators teachers), the congru1ty between counselors
and others in perception of counseiors; and the satisfaction and
. dissatisfaction of all concerned with the counse]f’g services.
Analysis of congruence provided exce]]ent informatﬁon for program
modification, cqﬁ\\nication, and dialogue. Hoss (1968) reported
a study of counseling services and development of a survey instru-
ment at Miami-Dade Junior College. The study sought to answer ques-
tions about the impact of counseling serv1ces through a question-
naire adm1n1stered to the teaching faculty and adm1n1strat1ve staff
about their understanding of the services, the purposes, and the
effect on student behavﬁor © This was another attempt to measure
congruence between perceptions of different groups affected by a
counse11ng program. .

§1§tematic expert judgment. _Another type of eva]uation design

is systematic expert Judgment This format involves subm1tt1ng to
a pane] of experts 1nformat1on about the- obJect1ves, programs, and
personnel of 2 counseling program in relation to established Needs,
and ask1ng them to assess the log1c/adequac//appropr1ateness of the
counsel1ng efforts One approach touth1s type of evaluation is the
Delphi Technique, a method of deveiopfng and refining group consen-
Sus, which is frequently adopted in situatfons where convergence of

~opinions is:desirable. It is particularly useful in process

«
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evaluation. The technique, usually consists of a series of question-
nmaires mailec to a Qbecific group of experts/concerning some impor-
tant problem or question. 'Respdnses froﬁ each round of auestions
are summarized and recirculated, and this process is continued until
.consensus is reachec. Obviously this type df evaluation has.its

. limitations; a]thodgh the consensus of the experts may feinforce a
program's direction (or find it woéful]y inadequate), the results
are judgmental rather than factual, and therefare approbriate for
use for only limited decisions.

Case study. Still another type of evaluation is the case
study.J‘Cgse studies have been around for a long time, but they are
used.as an evaluation design too rarely. Actually, cafefu] anglysis
of a random sample of cases involved in a program frequently can

» yield more meaningful data for‘decisions tﬁén a more. superficial

study of 2 broader population.

With all these types of evaluation designs available, how does
one_decide which to useé The answer can be found iﬁ an examination
‘of the purpose(s) of the evaluation, the geqisions.té be made, the
questions to be answered in order ta\make those decisions, and the
indicators that will furnish answers to the questions. In the case
of our example, since the counselors are Tooking &7 relative effeétive-
ness 6} different techniques; relative effectiveness across'different
faééts of a broad client problem, and costs related to effectiveneés,

they need evidence of client change and objective information about

v
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tiné. costs, and the like. Therefore, the case study method, if
broad enough to furn1sh adequate coverage of types of problems,
‘would beccumoersomehand costly. 'The systemat1c ‘expert judgment
would not get at the facts.- The personnel and client assessment

or the surveyimethod’hould be more likely to yield opinions than
facts \}he corre]at1ona1.approach wou]d give them comparat1ve
,data by problem types, but it would not relate these data to speci-
fic. techn1ques Only the exper1menta1'or quasi-experimenta] designs
hold prom1se of prov1d1ng the data needed for their dec1s1ons

. " This will not a]ways be the case. In many cases needs may be
“ so:st;a1ghtforward~that one of thessimpler methods can be employed
with: reasonable assurance of producing va11d results; but in the
case of our examp]e, ‘the counselors will need to choose a design
that will provide them w1th-data,that can be generalized-~-data .
““from which they can infer that if the same counseling program were
repeated the"same-results would obtain. Probably their best cho1ce

will be the pretest-posttest exper1menta1-contro1 group des1gn

.Step 5. - Selecting the evaluation sample -

Once the design is selected, the evaluation samples must be

' chosen. - If a‘large number of clients are involved in the _counseling
, program being evaluated. it is des1rab1e to limit the evaluat1on to

a random samp]e of the tlients. S1nce the counseLors in our example
- are us1ng an exper1menta1-contro] group design, they need'also to -

identify a similar population not'involved in the counseling program,
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and to sg]ect a random séﬁp]e from that papulation also. Charac-
teristics of the two .amples must be comparable. :
. Contraéy to popular belief, naﬁdom sampling is not achieved

by the toss of a co{n, by pui]ing number§ out of a’hat,{or by choos-
ing every fifth or ninth or ténth name from & list. Statistical
randomization gives eveiy member of ¥he population an equal chance
of being selected each time aQSubject is-chdSén.: Tables of r%ndom
2numbers are available in most books dealinghﬁ{éh statistics. OQOne
should arrange the population in a]phayeticél or any other predeter-
mined order, number thém,~and then apply the table of random numbers
to selection of the evaluation sample.

If only a relatively Snali'numbg:\?f clients participate‘in the
counseling program, it wi]i be advisable to include the total group

in the evaluation.
: >

Step 6. Selecting/developing data collection instruments and proce-

dures.

h Step 3 spacified decision questions, and detérmined the indi=
cétorS'that wgu]d provide answer§ to those questions. Step 3 places
'éonstrain;é‘on_Step 6. Se]eétion or deve]opmgnt of instruments.éan-
not_be'aw'indepéﬁdent activity;'it must ye related to the indicators
determiﬁéd in Step 3. In that step it was decided that one accept-
able indicator would be clients' sﬁcﬂessful performance in a role

playing situation. Thé task now is to search for an instrument that

provides such a simulated. situation. Because this is a unique

P4
[ 4W)



) ’ o

program, it is unlikely that an exisfing instrumént will be foond;
it probably will be necessary to develop the instrument. In many
cases, however, the specified indicators are addressed in existing
instruments, and a m1n1ma1 search will reveal them. .

Other instruments needed for our examp]e are forms for record- -
ing client character1st1cs and prob]em categor1es, forms for record-
ing expenditures of resources (time and mater1als) in counseling
sessions on the various types of prob]ens; and forms for recording

comparative data on the effectiveness of various techniques.

Step 7. Establishing baseline data

It is impossible to know how far you have come unless you know
where you started from. To measure‘improvement in interoersonal
skills, the counselors must know the status of the clients' inter-
personal skills before treatment. Since the term “interpersonal
skills" refers to a broad domain, they.limited their domain by
specifying the five or six tybes of problems most frequently encountered
in counse11ng sessions, and it is these that will be thé foci of
their inquiry, —

Part of their inquiry pursues the relative effectiveness of the <
program with the different types of problems., Therefore they will
need to identify the centra] problem for-each client in the eva]ua-
tion sample, and for eacﬁ person in the control sample. Ident1f1-~
cation of the problem can be accomplished by interview in most

cases, in other cases by ‘observation. Once the problem has been .
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—‘identified, the person‘s)behavior related to that-problem must be
=§amp1ed in Ordér to estab]ish baseline--starting point--datéf This
is where the pfetest is applied. Usua11y the pretest will be. the
same as the posttest. In some cases it may differ slightly, but it
will have been determined to be eduiva]ent. )
Basé]ine performance of the'experimental aﬁd'control group
evaluation sampjes must be obtained and recorded. Postte;t data
" will be compared with these data to determine proéram effectiveness.
A];hough'our examplg is one thatiprobaﬁ]y will réquire develop-
ment of an instrument,'many instruments exist which may be used to
evaluate the effecfivaness of programs. Types of instruments may
be test scores (standardized or norm referenced), observation data,
review of recor&s,.or unobtrusive measures. If you wish to measure
aspects of career development, one of severq} career development
instruments may be used. If you wish to measure attainment of
unique béﬁaViors not covered by existing tests, you may wish to
develop criterion tests.! [f the behavior ybu are seeking td“eyalq
uate is situationally bound (éuch as in our example), you may w{Shf'; 
to apply observationa1.techniques. OQur example uses observation of
a structured demonstratfon by the clieqt; observation of the client
in an unstructured situation may‘also provide the desired informa-
tion. If the behavior you are seeking is hard to ﬁeasure by paper
and penciﬁ‘tests, and hard or impossible to observe diréctly (e.q.,

a change in attitude), unobtrusive measures may be used. Examples
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of unobtrusive measures are attendance patterns, anecdotal records,
cho1ces expressed or carried out, peer group part1c1pat1on, recidi-
vism, and referrals. See Metfessel (1967) for further examples of
unobtrusive:measuress N ,

Bardo and éody (1975) list difficulties in evaluation of gui-
dance programs that deal specifically with measurement. Some exam-
ples are prov1ded of alternative means to the traditional approaches
of measurement related to evaluation in general and gu1dance in par-
tmcular. A publlcation by MacLennan and Levine (undated) describes
some nontest methods which can be used in program evaluatiom Al-
“though the publication addresses evaluation of programs for d1sad-ﬁ
vantaged children, the nontest procedures for data gathering are

applicable to other programs as well.

Step 8. Monitoring progress toward results

Early in this paper we stressed the importance of a two- pronged

evaluat1on process and outcome. The outcome evaluation tells us

‘what was achieved by the program, and the process evaluation tells

us why }t was achieved (and/or why achievement wasn't greater).
The previous seven steps do focus on outcomes (evidence of effec-
tiveness), but we would be remiss if we did not reinforce the con-
cept of process evaluation in order to answer the "why" qQuestions.
- Using our example, process evaluation would include the moni-
toring of the counseling program implementation (e.g., names of

clients, types of problems, number of sessions in which each
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barticipated. techniques used in the sessions, names of session
counselors, deviations from planned procedures, and Tevel of client
participation in counseling sessions). This can best be done by

oreparing an analysis of the program in advance of its implementation,

'and by designating who is to perform which specific program

. activities, with which clients, by which dates. This analysis

should be written, preferably in chart form, showing task (counseling
session'and technique), talent (name of counselor and client), and
time (dates by which each session will be completed). This is called

a T/T/1/ (task, ta]ent\\t1me) analys1s chart. Ouring the imp]eméntation

‘of the program it is, 1onrtant for each counselor to maintain

meticulous records of counse11ng sessions as specified by the T/T/T,
so that when outcome data are avai]ab]e, it wi]] be possible to
trace the 1mp1ementat1on steps to determine what went wrong (if a
segment of the program was ineffective) or what caused the pos1t1ve‘

outcomes (for those segments of the program that were effective).

These are the data needed to makes decisions about program quifications.

The mere fact that a segment of“the program was effective or

- ineffective tells us little; wé{must exapine the pragram implementation

carefu]]y to discover the reasons.for success Or nonsuccess.

Pine (1975)5 in a journal article on evaluating school counseling
programs, stqtes'that such evaluations have been cha?acterized,by
an emphasis on experimenta],_déscriptive, and case study approaghes.

He stafes whereas these Studies are important in providing output ‘

-]
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1nformat1on they are 11m1ted in developing feedback needed while a
program is in progreSS. The author recommends that process- data be
’ co]]ected and used for program improvement. _

Part of process evaluation has to do with the effectiveness of
materials. Whereas our example does not involve purchase or use of
materials, many program evaluations do. Weinrach (1974) synthesizes
the 1972 revision of the National Vocational Guidance Association's

Guidelines for the Preparation and. Evaluation of Career Information

Media. Such eva]ue 0n is part of process evaluation, as the
effect1veness or ineffectiveness of materials will probab]y have a
strong impact on program results.

A study by Lynch (1968) was able to provide information for
process decisions because process eva]uatfon‘was emp]o&ed; This
study'used flow charts to trace student invo]Vement with successive’
program features and found that there was 1imited difference.in the
. results of three different approaches to pre-enrollment counseling
-techniques. Progress monitoring makes it possiale to modify a
program during its implementation (if necessar& to ensure success)

instead of waiting until the program is completed.

Step 9. Collecting, managing, and ana1yzing data

Each step is important. The. overall important point however,
is that each step be met1cu ously planned and executed Prot’ains
can-arise at any step, but problems are best avoided by careful

p1annfng and implementation, and by careful documentation of each
. ‘/' .
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step. The desighation of-an instrument for data collection is Just
avbéginning. Many important decisions st%l] remain: Who will
administer the ih;trument(s)? Who will train the test administrators?
In what procedures? When will ;hg'instrumenq(s) be administeréd?
" What are the criteria for scoring? Who will score the instrument(s)?
If an obser&ationa] technique is employed, hbw will inter-rater
- reliability be established? How will scores or per?ormhhces be
recorded? By whom? When? How will data be.summarized? Reduced?
Analyzed? All thesé questions must‘be addressed before the
evaluation isvinitiated. 2

The data collection is fairly straightforward. Pérsons trained
to administer the instrument(s) according to author/publisher
directions, and to score and récordvscores, present faw scores to the
eVa]uatof. The evaluator decides, based on evaluation design, how to
summarize, convert, and/or reduce the scores. For instance, in our
vexamp]e, the evaluator could not summarize the performance of all
the clients on the demonstration task and ignore summarizing scores
by each type of problem. In order to answer the questions as to
which types of problems are best ame]ioratéd by the counseling

program, the evaluator must preserve subgroupas well as total group

data. -

Data analysis is another matter. Sometimes a simple count is
all you will need to prove gains. If, however, you-are using an
experimqntaf design such as in our example, you will need to show

‘that any differences in performance between counseled and noncounseled ‘



cljents are not due to chance factoﬁs; You will need to ;pply-a
test of statistical s1gnif{cance,.such as the t Test.
Data analysis, 1ike evaluation design, is simple to comp]ex

-1n direct proportion to the simplicity or complexity of the
questions be1ng investigated. If-one of the questions were, "Will
the counseling program Fesultcin twice as many students participating
"in community volunteer serviee?", a simple before- and after-
counseling count of numbers of students so involved would give
you.all the information §eu needed. When you are wording your
'questions, you should word them in such a way that they yill not
require more sophisticated ihformation tﬁan you really need. On
the other hand, a question such as, "WiN more students part1c1pate
in volunteer community service after c0unse11ng than befonr As.

too nonspecific to provide ggidelines for judging the program' s'
impact. What if one more student participated after the c0unseling?
Does that make ghe program a success? - c

For more iizgrmation on data analysis, consult any current

textion 'evaluation and/or statistical analysis. Anderson and Ball
(1978) is one of the easier sources to follow and understand, in
addition to being thonoqgh and accerate. If you are in doubt as
to which type of data analysis to apply, you may.need a local
consultant. Such coeSultants are available trom institutions of
higher learning, ftem research and development 1aboratories,.fr0m

private‘contéacting firms, and from some local pub]ic and private
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agencies.

Step 10. Answering questions and making decisjons based on results.

“Step 9 ensures the accurate collection of'apbropriate data, and
analysis and presentation of the data in such a way that they can
be applied tO'answering‘the questions formulated in Step 2. But
* remember that the collection and énalysis of data are just that--no
more. The data presented are neutral data, néither good nor bad.
Evaluation means applying values to the data and making judgments
about the data based on those.values. Thefefore, early rigor in
deciding what decisions need to be made, what outcomes are
. considered important by the various publics affectéd by the hrogram,
what questions need to be askéd, and what indicators will constitute
a basis for making those de;isibns, will facilitate Step 10 and
prevent decisicn makers froh being diverted from the original
intentions of the evaluation.

At this point the data, presented in a form that permits their

direct use in answering the evéluation qdestions; are abplied to
the questions without distortion. Yoh should’prepare to be
d%éappointed. Frequently a prbgkam that "“feels good" fails to
be validated by the evaluation. This is not.necessa}ily evidence
that the program i§ not effective. It may not be éffective in
terms of the oﬁtcomes_under investigation, but it may be very.
effective fn broduciné outcomes not being studied; or it may be
that the indicators and instruments used to assess program impact

were not as valid and functional as they seemed to be. Answers
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'.to your questions should not be accehted blindly: If they are
different from what ybu had good reason to expect, trace your
evaluation steps backward and'see.if ydu can detect.a possible
flaw. Once foupd, such a f1§w can be corrected, thé succeeding -
5stéps repeated, and the results markedly changed. Of course it has
been the intention of this paper to caution the evaluator to
plan and implemént carefully, after thorough investigationvof the
-tools and procedures available, in which case the evd]uation results
should be trustworthy. .However, suspect results bear rechecking.
Applying Step 10 to our exaﬁp]e, data would need to be
" arrayed in such a way as to give objective information about the
relative effectivgness of the couné;’ing program in ameliorating
different types of interpersonal probiemé, the average time
required for successful amelioration of each type of problem, dnd
the relative effectiveness of each counseling technique. Perhaps
the 5rob1em of lack of respect for others' opinions, which had
been one of the most common problems, was improved very little by
.the couﬁseling program. Or perhaps one counseling technique
emerged as effective with this problem whereas other techniques
were relatively ineffective. But perhaps that technigue reqqired
so much counselor and client time that the cost outweighed the
vaiues'placed on the ch;nge. " The data provide thg information,
but evaluation requires attaching values to the data so that

decisions can be made.
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With the answers to your questions in hand, you as the decision
maker are now ready to apply this information to your dec1s1ons A
caution here: Evaluation daia should not be used to make decisions
other than those fpr thch they were designed. It is easy,
'administrétive]y, to say, "lLet's use this information inséead of
_ taking the time to generate other information," whgn faced with
related decisions. For instance, an adnﬁnistrator may use
survey data gathered in a self-study of counselors for their‘own’
ﬁ]anning to present to an accreditation team, in lieu of a"study
designed for that purpose. " This constitutes misuse of data and

frequently will result in decisions being made on faulty information.

Step 11. Reporting results -

J

It my seem simplistic to have a section on reporting results.
_Howevér. failure to write reports that are understandable and
meaningful to the particular audiences for yhich they are intended,
and failure to motivate these audiences to read and respond to ‘the
reports oncé they are disseminated, cause the results of many
evaluations to be ignored. If more than one group of .decision
makers was identified in Step 2, you may need a separate report for
eaéh. In thé case of our example, a single reporf;wiT] probab]y’
be adequate, because both the counselors and the superviso;’h;ve

similar professional and experiential backgrbunds_and can understand

reports. written at a fairly technical level. If, on the other hahd,



one'of'yoer audiences (deci§ion;makers) kas-eheggoverning board,
(made ue of lay people), you probably would need to prepaee a
seeerate report for them, geared to. their khow[edge and experience
in the area under study.

Preparation of appropriate]x_addressed reports, hewever; is
only one bart of reporting. A very important activify'that will
1ncrease the likelihood of the evaluation report's © being read and
its results used to make the specified Eecisions, is development
and maintenance of motivation to do so. Such motivetion begins
Jﬂith;in;oiviné decision makers in stating needed decisions, formu-
1ating questions, and Specifying'accepfable indicators before the
evaluation is begun. But because many evaluations consume a year

(there must be ample time .between pretreegment and postt;eathent

to give the program a chance to make a difference), other concerns

intervene and decision makers tend to lose their enthusiasm ar aven °

their commitment to making the specified decisions. Therefore, it
is 1mportant that process and p*ogress eva]uat1on reports be prepared
_ dur1ng the 1mp1eméntat1on per1od and commun1cated to these audiences
often enough and in such a mode as to-maintain the1r interest and
involvement. .Occasional short progress reports presented orally
over coffee and doughnuts may serve this maintenance function.

The techniques chosen will depend upoﬁ‘the agency climate; they
shoula be those most likely to communicate programqeva1uation
information, maintain intereet, and ensure ultimate use of results,
without constituting an eedue imposifion'on the time and energies

of those you are trying to motivate.
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"Ahbther way to ensure that evaluation results will be used
is td'detelop ihiadtance'a written n}an for their use, tegether

: with ndmes\pf personnel who will use the results, decisions to be
made, and'suggested timelines for maging'those decisions and for

acting on- them.

What To Do Wfign Evaluation Goes Wrong

-

vy

At several points durlng d1scussion of the steps 1n eva]uat1on,

. Zposszble problems wera ment1oned ‘The fact was stressed’ that the,

evaluator must be knowledgeable about the alternatives and hazards

at each step of the evaluation. There 1s no way that this document

a <,

Fle]

can present all prob1ems that might be encountéred in evaluating

the effectiveness of counseling programs. The reader is referred
.to other documents for a more complete picture of these hazards.
'1Pub11cat1ons such as Ta]]madge (1977) Bonnet (1977), and Anderson

and Ball (1978) will help we w11! discuss only a few of the more

common probjems’here, and offer some.suggestiohs as to what to do
'{f they happeh.' Assuming that you have followed all the steps

suggested in this paper, we will not'address problems that cah occur
‘_.if you fai] te complete one or hore of these steps. Instead, we '
will give ou. attention to common problems you may encounter

[y

- even whengyou are try1ng to follow directions.
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The first problem is the failure to apply logic and realism

Lack of reélism about outcomes

fo the ffrst step: translating activities into expected results.
In your zeal to justify an activity, you may tend to creéate all
kinds of unrealfstic expected outcomes, without taking a close and
logical look at whether the activity really has the potential

to produce those outcomes. If you have made this error--and you
didn't catch it in time--you may find that the results of your
evaluation are negative: They indicate that the program was not
effective in prqducing the desired Outcomes. If this occurs, the
first thing to do is to ask a panel of experts not associated
with the program to take a Took at the activity and the expected
outcomes, and to see if they believe the activity could logically
be expected to produce the outcomes. They may detect some logical
fallacieswhich you missed. If they do, you will need to adjust
your activity to fit the outcomes, or adjust your outcomes to

fit your activity, and again pursue the steps of the evaluation.

k4 z

Too much information

Aysecond common problem js the tendency to try to get too
Amuch out of ‘the evaluation. Forgqtfing that you really will be
making only one or two decisions as a result of what you learn,
jou are inclined to identify 16ng Tists of questions you would
1ike to ﬁave answered. Before beginning the projecfgiau should

cross off all the questions that are not needed to provide
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infermation for a selected‘few priority decisions. In spite of
doing this, if you still end up with too many kinds of information
to be gathered feasibly, you will probably notice this prob]ém by
the tiﬁe you select the evaluation design, or at least when you try
" to select or develop a data collection instrument. At that point,
if it looks as if your design is too complex for your resources
and/or your instruments a;e too 1oﬁg or time consuming to be-"'-"

administered feasibly, you should back Up and see if you can reduce

_the number of decisions and questions. Then 5roceed with the steps.

Too complex indicators

Another problem has to do with indicators (which also affec.s
hcw the questions are phrased). In er example, if the only
indicator of interpersonal skill that you will accept is direct
observation of each client in an unstructured social situation,
you will have locked yourself into a data collection problem that
canhot_be solved'within the conétraints of your resources. As
soon as you recognize this, go badﬁ and modify the questions and
the indicators so that they still provide information essential to
making thg specific decisions, but are simple enough to be feasible.
This issue was addressed briefly in another section. For example,
fDo c]iengs pursuing the counseling program for six weeks improve
their jntérpersonal skills significantly more than clients noc iﬁ;olved
in tha ﬁrograﬁ?“ is a question fhat locks you into an experimental

design. Experimental designs are not always feasible in human services




agencies, as it is difficu]t to randomize populations and difficylt
to 1dent1fy and involve comparab]e control groups. If you want

to avoid the E\mglex1ty of this design, reword the questions and
restate the indicators of success which will sat1sfy you and the
other decision makers. However, do not water down your questions and
. indicators to a point that they are mean1ngless. If you can be
satisfied with a simple numerical gain in incidence of such behaviors
as aftendance or comp]etién of assignments;'and that is all the
information the decision makers really want, a straightforward
‘question (including as criterion the numerical gain that will be
acceptable evidence) will legitimize a much Jess coﬁpTex evaluation
design. It is never too late to go back to previous steps to make
adjustments when you run info'problems, but remémber that all

steps subsequent to the adjusted step must be repeated in order to

keep the evaluation consistent and coherent.

Unreliable measurement instruments

A major problem in local eva]uations.is the failure of locally;
developed data collection instruments to discriminate between those
whe have or have not mastered the expected skill (outcome), or to
produce reliable results. Instrument development is not simp]e
Many seem to think, for instance, that a teacher-made test 1s a
criterion test; on this premise they think that if they specify the
desired behavior and develop an item or similar items to those in

teacher-made tests, they have a criterion test that will work.

) |
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Unfortunately, the development of criterion measures is no simpler
than the development of items for a norm-referenced test. Try to
avoid problems by subjecting your loéa11y-developed instrument
to a series ot tests to establish content validity, construct
validity, criterion-related validity, and relfability. If you
have done all this and your instrument still fails to give you the
information you want, 1§ok again at the congruence between your
activity and your expectations.' Perhaps you are trying to measure
something thgt cannot generally be expected to }esult from the
activfty;‘whereas many other good outcomes are resulting that are
not beiég tapped. As in “Mgﬁbpb]y,“ if this ﬁéppens, go back toj"Go"
and again start workingnyour way forward in the process.
4Regard1ess of the:problemvyou encounter, it is always
possible--though it may take some digging--to identify the cause
o#'the problem if you have followed the lTogical steps suggested
in -this paper. When you do diécover thé cause, you can remove
it, but you mus; re-perform all subsequent stepslsince they are
prugressive andiinteractive. In no case can you correct an early

step without affecting all succeeding steps.

Building a System Qut of A1l Your Counseling Programs

»

One of the greatest lacks in most counseling services is a

system of linkages between and among the sub-programs and/or

50
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individual counselor activities. Each activity may effect certain
desired and desirable changeg,%n clients, but until all activities
have been evaluated (sihple evaluation wherever possible), and

the results of all the evaluations have been analyzed and
synthesized, it fs iﬁpossib]e to'éva]uate the total program. It
is impossible to know whether services are reaching all clients
who- need or want thevservices, whether services are overlapping,
which services are effective, whethe} some techniques are more
effective than others, whether the total services are taking

care of the developmental needs of the clients or are merely
problem-oriented, whether the services constitute psychological
bandaid§.or are really capacitating clients to select and apply
their own solutions to problems. In other'words, although it is
,ﬁossible and desirable to evaluate svb-programs and even individual
activities, the impact of the total couaseling servfées cannot

be known until all segments or components have been evaluated

N

and the results analyzed anq synthesized. This‘u]timatezgoal ofu
estabiishing comprehensive programs which serve all clients and
capacitate them to become self-helpers ;hould motivate each
‘reader to embark on an evaluation program now, even if it is to

focus on only one counseling component.
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Recommendations

The previous sections contain so many directives, suggestions,
and cautions that it seems almost anticlimactic to add a section on
recormendations. Hewever, a few are in order, addressed to various
aqdﬁences.

It is recommended that counselors in all agencfes perform Step
1 of our evalﬁation proéeSs for each activity they perform. Take an
hanest look. Why. are you doing what you're doing? What client
benefifs can you'honest1y and logically expect to accrue from this

activity? Are these benefits important to the clients? (It is

not enough that they are imporcant to you.) Having performed this

task,.have;thg:grace and the courage to abandon those activities

that are not contributing to c1}ent growth, and examine each of the

dthe?s to see»how it can bé refined to produce more surely the intended
: client 9utcoﬁes. '

Ngxt, counselors are encouraged to work together to plan
evaluations of individual counseling components, and ultimataly to
analyze and synthesize thévresults'bf all components. Only-thus
can a coherent program which rgaches all clients. and which has a
deve1od&enta] thrg§t (to capacitate‘clients) emerge. ‘

Counselor supervisors are asked to consider the following

recommendacions: Encourage and support counselors in thair
assessment of the effectiveness of their activities, providing

expert consultation in evaluation areas in which they lack
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competencé. Partitipatg in their evaluation efforts, and make sure
that their evaluations are providing data for your decisions as
well as theirs.

It is recommended that counselor educators make sure that

i

all counselors, regardless of their discipline or work setting,

master the concepts and skills necessary to perform creditable
\\\\ngoing evaluations of the effectiveness of their pfograms, and

éhat during the full course of their training they be imbued with

the importance of performing such validity checks of tﬁeir work.

It is further recommended that counselor educators pEovide trainees

‘_with guided practice in evaluation by reqﬁiring them to perform,
as part of their field work experience, a sound evaluation of the
effectiveness of at least some of their activities.

It is recommended that program developers, when installing and

implementing their programs, include in their dissemination materials
val idated procedu;es for performing both process and outcome
evaluations. Such materials should also include guidelines for
modifying both the program and thé'eydluation_steps to-fit the
sftuation;’ ' o '

Educational researchers are encouraged to find effective ways

_to communicate the results of their research, and to translate
these resd]ts into operational terms, suggesting practical applications
for counselors. Professiona]'organizatidhs might take the lead in

this thrust toward useful dissemination of reseaf@h findirgs.
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Summary”

Because many general program evaluation models exist but few
sources directly address or are limited to evaluation of
counseling, this paper hegins by outlining the parameters of
such evaluation. Counseling program is defired as a single
counseling session, a group of ne]afed sessions, clunseling
performed by a single counselor, or the counselinj activities
of an entire staff. Instead of focusing on comp “ehensive program
'evaluatjon, an 11-step process is presented for evaluating any
component or components of a counseling program. The emphasis
is on meticulous and rigorous performance of each step. Problems
that can and do arise during evaluations are discussed, and the
evaluator is urged to trace back through the steps to find where
~ the error or ambiguity crept in, perfo+m that step adequaté]y
fo remove the error or ambiguity, and then repeat all succeeding
éfeps, modifying them in relation to.the initial step change.
Recommendations stFess the imp9¥ténée of counselors learning how and
when‘to:evaluate, reducing evaluation tasks‘to tﬁefr simplest
terms 1in qrder to keep the taskvreasonable,’énd'u]timateiy ana]yziﬁg
. .and §yﬁthesizing the results of eva]uaiions of all program components
so that a cohesive and interrelated system which addresses the |
déve]opmental needs of all g]ients can<emérge. The.processes
discussed in this paper are applicable to determining;the effgcffvéness'

of any counseling program,'regardless of-discipline or work setting{.
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